Mr.   Stubblebine  indicated  that problems  can be encountered when an
inoperative purge cycle causes  repeated efforts  to initiate pilot.
Although he was not  certain as  to  the dryer,  he did state that repeated
unsuccessful attempts  to initiate the pilot light of a blast furnace
could cause explosive build-ups of gas  that would probably be dispersed
near the dryer because it  is an open area  (Tr.   279).    Dryer operator
Kenneth  Smock testified that he was aware the purge cycle was  "jumped out",
and  that a burned out wire caused by paper being inserted near the pilot
light  ignition point,   coupled with sand and water, made it difficult  to light
the  pilot,  and that he had reported the condition on his daily inspection
report.

Although Mr,   Cooley also indicated that he believed the manual lighting
of  the  dryer also exposed him to a hazard of possibly slipping or falling
on  the   floor or over a protective railing which was adjacent to and near
the  location of  the pilot light because of the presence of water and sand
which made the area slippery,   I am convinced that his principal concern
centers  over the  fact  that he was directed and required to use a burning piece
of  paper in attempting to  light the dryer pilot light and my decision
regarding his  complaint  is based on this fact.    Having visited the plant
site in  the company of counsel for both parties during the course of
the  trial  in this case,   it would appear to me that  the nature of respondent's
silica  sand drying operation is such that water,  moisture,  sand and dampness
is  an ever present  fact of life,  and absent any evidence that respondent
violated any mandatory safety standard dealing with the clean-up or control
of  such materials  I have no basis  for finding that  the mere presence of
such materials presented a hazard.

As   for the positioning of  the guardrail in question,  since the
time of Mr.   Cooley's  discharge modifications have been made to the positioning
of   that  guardrail,   and aside from any evidence of anyone climbing over it
to   reach  the pilot,   I cannot specifically conclude that  the guardrail is
all   that  critical  to my decision.     However,   it seems  clear to me that
at   the   time of Mr.   Cooley's  discharge,  requiring an employee to manually
light  the  dryer by means other than the automatic control system and panel
procedures could have possibly exposed an employee to any number of situations
which may or may not have been hazardous,  and I am convinced that  the
company's  policy prohibiting the manual lighting of the dryer reflects
in  part  some of  these concerns.

Statement  of a safety complaint

Respondent argues  that only after Mr,   Cooley was ordered off the
property on Friday,  May 2,  1980,  by Mr.   Chalmers did he assert that his
work refusal was based on a perceived safety hazard.    However,   the record
adduced  in this  case reflects  that Mr,   Cooley had previously complained
about  the hazards of lighting the dryer with burning paper.    As a matter
of   fact,   the record supports a conclusion that the practice of lighting
the  dryer with a burning piece of paper was well known to everyone at the
plant,   including mine management.
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